DOCOHBHT RBSOHB 



BD 16% 507 

AUTHOR 
TITLE . 

PUB DATE 
NOTE' 



J. 



edbs price 
descriptor:^ 



SP 013 567 

Orfitelli, Miokael A. 

Au; Approach to Main streaming the Handicapped Child 
With the Nonhandicapped Child. 

78 . W ^ 

26p. ; Best^copy available i 



\ 



flF-$0.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage. 

Analysis of Variance; ♦Educable Mentally Handicapped; 
♦Learning Disabilities; ♦Mainstreaaing; Mentally 
Handicapped; *Motor Reactions; Perceptual Motor 
Lea^nin-^; Performance Factors; *Physical Education; 
Skiil Development\; ♦Trainable Mentally Handicapped 



ABSTRACT v 

The purpose of this investigation was 'to identify - 
differences among normal children, learning disabled children, 
educable Mentally h^ndi;capped children, and trainable mentally 
handic^ppfed children in'motor skill abilities and to develop profiles 
to demonstrate these differences. Subject^ of the study were all 
educable and trainable mentally ha ndicappeds^children in the selected 
public elementary school system, and a randolt sampling ■ of narmal and 
learning disabled children. Tests in motor sklill abilities Were 
administered to each of the groups. Comparisonfs of these gr6iu)s were 
done both statistically and graphically to"d«-t«»c«ine if any 
differences or similarities existed among th^ra in^^^»ei:or skill 
abilities that could give direction necessWv for mainstreamihg them 
in physical education classes^^Results of tests are presented in the 
form of graphs, and an anali^sis of. variance i^preseil ted. Findings - 
indicated that certain activities lend themselves more^to 
mainstreaming and others to participation in yepecial programs. It was 
found .that iil certain activities normal and learning disabj.ed 
children should not be integrated with trainable mentally handicapped 
children. It was indicated that certain groujj 
disabled, and educable mentality handicapped 
integrated and that other groups of educable 



s of normal, learning 
children could be 
mentally handicapped and 



trainable mentally handicapped children coulld be integrated. (JD) 
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U S OirAMTMINTOP NIALTN. 

> aOUCATlON 4 wiLFAna 

MOTIONAL INtl^TUTa OF 

n\« " iifOUCATION 

AN APPROACH TO MAINSTRC AMINO TIIK HANDICAPPED CllILD WITH ouc^o^eCaW aTUc"veo'^ from 
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THE NON-HAfjpiCAPPKa.,CHILD . ':;f,l^rrTo!'^^^^^^ 

STAtEp OO NOT NECESSARl^y REPRE' 
' SENT OFFJCtAL NATIONAL INST^ITUTE OF 

EOUCiTt^kPOStTION OR POLI^V ^ 

Attempts to adjust to student' needs have resulted In a variety of , 

administrative plans such as homogeneous grouping, departmentalized pro- 
I — I " , 

grams, up-graded schools, and modular scheduling. ' Mainstreaming the 

( process of integrating learning disabled and mentally handicapped chil- 

dren into classes with^iton-handicapped children have, been initiated in 

a number of physical education elates in public schools. 

0) • ^ ' 

One of Anooshian's major clMidusions *is that- the^'process of inte- <^ 



,gration is jiistified^^ although further research was recommended, .since 
one-third of the respondents oppose the process or were unsure of its . 
value. Surveys by Brace, Gross, and Anooshian, and others have indicated 
that integration is a prominent procedure in the public schools. 

In review of the literature, questions still tend to exist relevant 



-'CO .the efficiency ol mainstreanVing. Investigations comjiarUlg mentally 



Kapd^capped children to non-handicapped children in measures of m<y:or j 
ikilI'*performance do not seem to"" support the process of mainstreaming. 

' - v->»' ■ . . . ~ 

Re^ear^h Stated in coriiparing the motor skills af normal children, 
lea)rning disabled children and mentally han^it:apped children have .not^ '■r!^^ ^ ^ 
teen fully 1^6lu{9rive regarding the motor abilities of these childreri' en-. ^ - .1 

^ — ^_ • ' o> <y 

rolled^ in pu^iic scho(/lsl Studies by Rarick and Dobbihs,have shown that » / . * . 

mentally hanc^l^^p^d. children and normal chl^^ren do not differ in factor 



structures of ttieir motor domains. Their inv^t^^^^ibns show that some 
mentaliy handicapped children were well above tlie mean of normal childreij,' 
suggesting that deficiency is not solely a 'function of subnormal intelli- \ 
gence. Their literature al^oTln^icates .that mentally handicapped « children 
make substantival, gains in motor skills when they are provided with ^program 
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of competent Instruction. However,^ the vast majority of the literature 
reviewed ^sii^gAsts that menfally handicapped children might lag well be- 
hind chlldrdli bf normal Intelligence . In fact, the studies indlcati^. a ^ 
lag of fromftwo to foyr years^when comparing mentally handicapped and nor^ 
mal children In skill development. Little Indications were made to state, 
that inentally handicapped children performed dl'fferently In a segregated 
versus an Integrated cl^s. - ' 

The purpose qf. thl« Investigation was to Identify differences among 
normal children, learning disabled children, educable mentally jiandlcapped 
chlldreti, and trainable mentally handicapped children In motor skllT ablllt les , 
and to subsequently developed profiles that would graphically demc^strate 
these dliFf erences . Thus, giving some dlrectlonlng for mainstreamlng. 
PROCEDURES 

Seventy public, elementary schools In the city of Albuquerque, New Mexico':;;^ 
served as a pool for the Initial selection of subjects. The subjects 'ranged 
in age from 6 years, through 9 years, 11 months, A total of 19 schools were 
utilized with a sample of 36 normal children, 26 learning disabled i)|&^lldren, 
26 educable. mentally handicapped children, and 15 trainable mentdliy handl- v 
capped children with a total population of 103. ^ : 

The sample wa» effected by: *(1) age range', (2) parent permission, and 
(3) physical ability to participate In the research. ^11 public ^schfifols In 
buquerque, New Mexico, that acco^imodated educable mentally handicapped 

« ■ 

^ - ■ 

and trainable mentally handicapped chid^ren were utilized^ Random sampling |^ 
was used to select the normal and learning disabled children who "jnet the 
criteria fod this Investigation. Tests in motor skill abilities were ad- 
ministered tp each of the groups. Comparisons of these groups were done 



both statistically and graphically to determine i^ any differences' or 



similarities existed among them in their motor Hkill abilities. These dif-- 
ferences and similarities gave the direction necessary for mainstreaming 
these specific groups. The tests for measurement of motor skill development 
consisted of the following: simple IKd choice reaction time, simple and 
choice movement time, visual pursuit rotor tracking>^ static and dynamic 
balance, grip strength, and the vertical jump, pass and catch, and tTie 
zig-za^ run from the JOHNSON'S FUNDAMENTAL SKILL TEST BATTERY^ All sub- 
jects were administered these tests by the author and his assistant, who 
both had awarded degrees in physical^ducation . The results were recorded 
on the subjects' score sheets for final computation. The procured data was 
subject to analysis of variance in an effojrt to determine significant 
dif f erences**among the means of the four specific groups on variables of 
physical mbtor skill abilities. Because motor skill tests consisted of 
eleven variables, a factor analysis was utilized to reduce the variables, 
thus giving less chance of probability error. The Newmah-Kauls test was 
c*mployed if a significant F resulted. 
RESULTS ; 

The factor(Bd mean differences in specific motor skills of normal, 
learning disabled, educable mentally handicapped, and trainable mentally, 
handicapped children were compared using an analysis of variance. The 
results are shown in Tables 1, lA, 2, 2A, and in Graphic Profiles A 
through K. The resultant F was found to be significant, indicating 
there was a difference in specific motor skills of N, LD, EDM, and TMH 
children. 

When^ graphically portraying the profiles on motor skill abilities,' 
the group mean scores obtained from the factor analysis were utilized to- 
indicate the percentage of N; LD, EMH, AND TMH children having similar 
tea^ scores. Each profile was divided and given a letter symbol. 




TABLE 1 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE IN REACTION TIME OF NORMAL, 
LEARNING DISABLED, EDUCABLE MENTALLY 
HANDICAPPED, AND TRAINABLE MENTALLY 
HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 



Source 


DF 


SS 


MS 


F / Big. 


Between Groups 


3 


18.3183 


6.1061 


7.2239 .05* 


Within Groups 


99 


83.6810 


0.8453 




Total 


102 


101.9993 







Significant at 0.05 level 




TABLE }A 



NEWMAN KAULS' TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE IN REACTION TIME 





N 


LD 


EMH TMH 


N 


0 




4 


LD 


.16 


0 




^ EMH 


.56* 


.40* 


0 


TMH 


1.23* 


1.08* 


.67* 0 



Significant at 0.05 level 
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TABLE 2 



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE IN STRENGTH. BAl^NCE. AND IIAND-EYE 
cSbRDINATION OF NORMAL, LEARNING DISABLED. EDUCABLE 
MENTALLY HANDICAPPED. AND TRAINABLE MENTALLY 
HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 



Source 



DF SS MS F Sig. 



Between Groups 



3 51.5194 17.1731 33.6795 .05* 



Within Groups 99 50.4799 0.5099 
Total 102 101.9993 



*Significant at 0.05 level 



TABLE 2A 



NEW^^AN KAULS TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE IN STRENGTH, 
BALANCE, AND HAND- EYE COORDINATION 



/ 





N 


LD 


EMH 


TMH 




0 








ID 


.18* 


0 






EMH 


.96* 


.78* 


0 




TMH 


2.03* 


1.85* 


1.07* 


0 


* 

Slgnifipant 


at 0.05 


level 
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Graphic Profile A on Blmplo r<»actlon t.lmo In dlvldod Into four groupfl. 
Please note that the lower the score, the ^> renter the performance: Croup A 
Includes all children on or above the group mean of .368; Croup B includes 
all children on or above the group mean of .579, but below .368; Group C 
Includes all children on or above the group mean of .864, but below .379; 
and Group D includes all children below the group mean of .86A. The fol- 
lowing is the percentage of children from each specific group tested 
that compared Groups A, B, C, and Dr 70 percent (25 ) N , 57 percent (15) LD 
and 15 percent (4) EMH children were in Group A; 30 percent (11) N, 39 per- 
cent (10) LD, 50 percent (13) EMH and 20 percent ^3) TMH children were in 
Group B; 4 percent (11) LD, 27 percent (7) EMH, and 47 percent (7) TMH 
children were in Group C; and 8 percent (2) EMH and 20 percent (3) TMH 
children were in Group D. Thirteen percent (2) of TMH Children, bfter 
repeated instruction on the reaction time test, were destructive tjowards 

. / ' 

the machinery and would not respond to the test. ^• 

/ 

Graphic Profile B on simple movement time Is divided into 4j groups. 
Please note that the lower ^he score the greater the performanc^: Group A 
includes all children on or above the group mean of .385; Grou/ 6 includes 
all children on or above the group mean of .604, but below .BS^ ; Group C 
Includes all children on or above the group mean of 1.292, bi|t below .604; 

and Group D includes all children below the group mean of >.^92. The 

/ 

following is the percentage of children from each specii^ic group tested 

that comprises Gi^oups A, B, C, and D: 75 percent (27) N,'J3 percent (19) 

LD, and 8 percent (2) EMH children were in Group A; 4^5 percent (9) N, 

15 percent (4) LD, 42 percent (11) EMH, and 7 percent (1) TMH children 

were in Group B; 12 percent (3) LD, 50 percent (13) EMH, and 40 percent 

(6)' TMH children were in Group €;\^d ^p percent (6) children were in 
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TMH 



EMH 
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Z77, 
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mm - 

N . .3A7 
iD - .368 
EMH - .579 
TMH - .864 
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■ Note: 137. of the TMH children would not respond to test. 
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Profile i Simple Reaction Time of Normal, Learning Disabled, Educable 
ChildJIn "^"^"PP^''' Trainable Mentally Handicapped 
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A B 



TMH 



EMH 



N 



1 — r 



D 



MEANS , 

N .- .336 
ID . ,385 
EMH - .604 
TMH - 1.292 



19*0 



I 



7.'»» ifo I . /7J(bo 



— '^^ .-^^^ .. .^«> >o /.c»o /.X60 Xf«. U60 7.«»» Z^J** ^400 

Note: W.37, of the TMH children would not respond to test 

rofile B Sflmple Movement^? Time of Narmil, Learning Disabled, Educable Mentally 
Handicapped, anS Trainable Kentally Handicapped Children 
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Cr/iip n. 



on 



ThlrtiMMi jxM rcMit (/) i>l I'MII (tilMicMi, al Lor rrpcMtcul I lui t rm' t I on 



wo^ld not respond to t \\v tiMits. 

/ Criiptilc I'rofJlr (! on thoicp r<Mttion time Is illvldftl Into tour ^;roup.s • 
/ 

/leiiKo noli' that t lu' loWrr the sfori' , the ^'rcatiM" t hr pe r ( ornwinr e : (.roup A 
inclndrs all chlldrrn on or /ihove \\\v >'.roup mt^an ol (;roup W InclucU^K 

nil children on or abovi* t hc^ f»roup moan o( Jnit below (iroup 0 

Inclndi's all rhlldren on or above t lie f\roup moan of but below .S9?; 

and Ooup 0 Includes all efilldren below the ^;roup me<in of ,892. The 
following; Ik tbe perrenta^;e ot children from each specific group tested 
that comprised Croups A, B, C, and I): 86 percent (31) N» 62 percent 
(16) Id), and 14 percent (4) KMll children were In Group A; 14 percent (^) N, 
31 percent (8) hO, A3 percent (11) EMH and 20 percent (3) TMM children 
children were In Group H; 7 percent (2) LD, 36 percent C^) KMH children, 
and AO percent (6) TMH children were In Group C; and 7 percent <2) EMH, 
and 27 percent (A) TMH children were In Group D, Thirteen percent (2) 
of TMH children, after repeated Instruction of the choice reaction time 
tests, wt*re destructive towards the machinery and would not respond to 
the tests. ' 

Graphic Profile D on choice movement time Is divided Into four groups.. 
Please note that the lower the score, ^the greater the performance: Group A" 
Includes all children on or abov^ the group mean* of •424; Group B Includes 
all children on or above the group mean of ,632, bu?" below ,424; Group C 
includes all children on or above the group mean of 1,189, but below .632; 
and Group D Includes all children below the group rtean of 1.189. The 
following Is the percentage of children from each specific group tested 
tj^at comprised Groups A, B, C, and D: 86 percent (31) N, 73 percent 

(19) LD, and 8 percent (2) EMH children were in Group A; 14 .percent (5) 

* 

o ■ ' ■ • 
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LD 



N 



A B 



. [lit 



If 



TMH* 
















I 




EMH 








1% 1 



MEANS " 

N - .379 
LD - .^36 
EMH - .592 
TMH - .892 



. . j*o t** 7*. /MO /./»» /rH /<.. /.iw /t« 

. Note: 137. of the TMH children would not respond to test. 



Profile c 



Choice Reaction Time of Normal, Learning Disabled, Educable Mental? 
Handicapped, and Trainable Mentally Handicapped Children 



I. 



B 



IMH 



EMH 



LD 



N 



J -I ' I I I ; I — I / : 
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J/ 7. 






1 
I 




1 MEANS 










N 


1 






LD - 



T I r 



.338 
.424 
EMH - !632 
TMH - 1.189 



/t™ 75» ^iB A«» /j^^ 

Note: 137, of the TMH children would not respond to test. 

Profile D Choice Movement Time of Normal, Learning Disabled, Educable 
Mentally Handicapped, and Trainable Mentally Handicapped 
Children - rr , 



15 percent (4) LD, 54 percent (14) EMH^and 7 percent (1) TMH children were 
In 'Group-B; 12 percent (3) LD, 31 percent (8) ^Mtt^' 'and 4T)'percent (6) TMH 
children were in Group C; and 7 pererent (2) EMH and 40 percent-^xCe) "TMH 

' Children were in Group D. Thirteen percent (2) of TMH children.,^-^fter 
repealed instruction on choice movement time tests, were destructive £oward 

. the machinery and would' not respond ^to the tests* ^ 

GraphiCiProf ile E on dynamic balance is divided into five groups: 
Group A includes- all children on or above the group mean 43 f 32.68; Group B 
includes all. children on or above the group mean of 30.65, but below 32.68; 
Group -^C includes all children on. or above the group mean of 19.23, but be- 

low 30.65; Group D includes all children on or above the group mean of 

* " ■ ■ ^ " \, 

6.47, but below 19.23; and Group E includes all "^children or or above 

<i • - ■- '■ ^ 

the group mean of 6^47. The following i^the percentage of children 

from each specific group testedr that comprised .Groups A, B, C, D, ^nd E: 
64 percent (23) N, 50 percent ^13) LD, and 8 percent (2) EMH children 
were in Group A; 8 percent (3)1n, 15 percent (4) LD, and 11 percent (3) 
EMH children were in Group B; 28 percent (10) N, 27 percent (7) LD, and 
31 percent (8) EMH children were in Group C; 8 percent (2) LD, 42 per- 
cent (11) EMH and 67 percent (10) TMH children were in Group D; and 
8 percent (2) EMH and 33 percent (5) TMH children were in Group E. 



Graphic Prof:^e F*on static balance is divided into 5 groups: Group A 
Includes all children on or above the gro<ip mean of 6.11; Group B includes a 
children on or above the group mean of 5.07, but below 6.11; Group C include 
all. children on or above the group mean of 2.91, but below 5.07; Group D 
jtncludes all children on or above the' group mean of 1^53, bat below 2.91; 
and Group E includes all chilllren below t^e group mean of 1.53. The fol- 
lowing is the p^rcentaijge of children frbtn each specific group tested that 
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A B 



1 
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Sop, WsZ 
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MEANS 

N - 32.68 
LD -'30.653, 
EMH - 19.23 
TMH - 6.47 



J6 ■ 3f ' 5^ I JO 'I ;8 ' 24 ' 22 • ^9 ' ! /i I /I /O ' S It ' ^ ^ I ' 0 

. it 2} 31 j!f z! z}; Z3 ju /r /7 /S /3 // ? 7 / ,3 / 



Profile E Dynamic Balance of Normal, Learning' disabled, Educabte Mentally 
' Handicapped, and Trainable :Mentally Handicapp^^ 
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Profile r Static Balance of Normal, Learning Disabled. Educable Mentally 
Handicapped, and Trainable Mentally Handicapped Children 
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and 8 perpent (fi) EMH children were In Group A; 8 percent (3) N, 19 per- 
• " , ;> 

comprised Groups A, B, C, D, and E: 47 percent (17) N, 27 percent (7) LD, 

and 8 percent (2) EMH chlldreir^were In Group A; 8 percent (3) N, 19^ per- .: 

cent (5) LD, and A percent ( 1) EMH children were In Group B; 42 percent y 

\l5)^N, 2.3 percent (6) LD,.31 percent (8) EMH, and Fpercent (1) TMH 

children were' In Group C; 3 percent (1) N, 31 percent (8) LD, 38 percent 

(10) EMH, and 33 percent (5) TMH children were In Group D; and 19 pfercent 

(5) EMHl^and 16 percent (9) TMH children were In Group E. ' 

. ' Grapfilc Profile G 6n pass and catch Is divided Into 5 gi^oups: Group A 
Includes all children on or above, the group mean of 24,17; Gr'oup B in-- 
eludes all children on or above the group mean of 22,92, but below 24,17; 

Gtoup C Includes all children on or above the group mean of 15,96, but 

■\ * ' • 

below 22,92; Group Q^^cludes all children on or above the gi^oup mean of 
6,47, but below 15, 9§; and Group E Includes all children below the group 
t mean of 6,47, The followlhg is the percentage of children from edch spe--^ 
cific group tested that comprised Groups A, B, C, D, and E: 50 percent 
(18) N, 42 percent (11) LD, and 19 percent (5) EMH children were in Grou^ A; 
5 percent (2) normal children, 11 percent (3) LD, and 4 percent (1) EMH were 
in Group B; 25 perdent (9) N, 27 percent (7) LD, and 27 percent (7) EMH children 
were in Group C; 20 percent^j;^-) N, 11 percent (3) LD, 23 percent (6) EMH, and 
60 percent (9) TMH children were in Group D|^^and^9 percent (2) LD, 27 percent 
(7) EMH, and 40 percent (6) TMH children were in Group E, ' ^ ' 

Graphic Profile H on grip strength is divided into 5 groups: Group A 
Includes all children on or above the group mean of 30,47; Group B Includes 
all children on or above the group mean of 29.64, but below 30.47; Group C 
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"~ IB 



[ 



1 / 


1% '27% 




n 


1 










MEANS " / 

N - 24.17 
LD - 22.92- 
EMH - 15.96 
TMH - 6.47 



Pass and Catch of Normal, Learning Disabled, Educahle Mentallyi 
Handicapped^and Trainable Mentally Handicapped Children 




30.45 
29.64' 
24.69 
14.02 



so 



^ 4f 40 3^ ^8 ''-^ 8. f 



Profile H 



Grip Strength of Normal, Learning Disabled, Educable Mentally 
Handicapped, and Trainable Mentally Handicapped Children * 
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Includes all children on or above the group mean of 24.64, but below 29. 67i 

Group D includes all children on or above the group mean of 14.02, but 

below 24.69; and .^rpup E includes all/^hildren below the group mean of 14.02. ^ 

The following Is the percentage of children from each specific group testecl^ 

that comprised Groups A, B, C, D, and E: 42 percent (15) N, 54 perceijt (14) 

LD, and 31 percent (8) EMH children were In, Group A; 3 percent (2) N, and 

4 percent (1) LD children were in Grou^ B; 28 percent (10) N, 27 percent ^ / 

(7) LD, and 11 percent (3) EMH children were in Group C; 23 percent (9) N, 

15 percent (4) LD, 50 percent (13) EMH, and 60 percent (9) TMH children 

were in Group D; and 4 percent (1) LD, 4 percent (1) EMH, and 40 percent * 

(6) TMH children were in Group H!^ 

Graphic |^rof^iie' I on tracking is divided into 5 groups: Group A 
Includes all children on or above the group mean of 2.32; Group B Includes 
•all children on or above the group mean of 1.51, but below 2.32; Group C 
Includes all children on or above the group mean of .30, but below 1.51; 
Group D includes children or above the group mean of .04, but below .30; 

and Group 6 includes all children below the group mean of .04. The following 
is the percentage of children from each specific group tested that comprised 
Groups A, B, C, D, and E: 42Tye-rcent (15) N, and 19 percent (5) LD children 
were in Group A; 14 percent (5) N, and 19 percent (5) LD children were in Group 
33 percent (12) N, 46 percent (12) LD, and 31 percent (8) EMH children were 
In Group C; 11, percent (4) N, 16 percent (4) LD, 69 percent (18) EMH and 
and 47 percent (7) TMH children were in Group D; and 53 percent (8) TMH 
children were in Group E. 

Graphic Profile J on vertical jump is divided into 5 groups: Group A 
Includes all children on or above the group mean of 8.44; Group B includes 
all children on or above the group mean of 8.35, but below 8.44; Group C 
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Profile a. 



Tracking of Normal, Learning Disabled, Educable Mentally 
SanSSapped, and Trainable Mentally Handicapped Children 
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IMH 



EMH 



ID 



N 



\ • 



A 1 

' 1 

1 » 1 

1 ■ 


1 ' 


1 D 1 i*^* B 
1 ■ 1 

1 

1 )!• 

> 1 








^ 1 
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r 1 






1 f&J: 1 


3/2 1 


23f: 1 ! MEANS 


" ll 




1 n" 




EMH . 6.83 
TMH - 4.13 



/w /ry 45 Its lis its t.f jjj ** 



Profile J. Vertical Jump of Normal, Learning Disabled, Ediicable Mentally 
Handicapped, and Trainable Mentally Handicapped Children ^ 
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Includes all children on or above the group mean of 6,83, but beloW'8.35; 

Group D Includes all children on or above the group mean of A. 13, but below 

'\ ^ . ' 

^,83; and Group E Includes all children below the group mean of 4»13# ^ 

The following Is the percentage of children from each specific group tested 

that comprised Groups A, B, C,.D, and t; 56 percent (20) N, Aj6 percent 

(12) LD, atld 27 perce^nt (7) EMH children " wet:e in Group A; Group B included 
none of the specific groups; 8 percent (3l) N, 31 percent (8) LD, 19 per-^ 
cent (5) and 20 percent (3) TMH dbildren were in *roup C; 36 percent 

(13) N, 23 percent (6)/XD, 39 percent (10) EMH, and 20 percent (3) TMH 
children were in Group D; and 15 percent ^(4) EMH, and 60 percent (9) TMH 
children were in Group E. ' " ^ - 

' \ ■ ' 

Graphic Profile K on zig-zag fun jLs divided into 5 groups. Please 
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note that the lower the score the greater the performances Group A 
'Includes all children on or above the group mean of 7 .46; Group B Includes 
all children on or above the group mean of 7.74, but below 7.46; Gr^j^up C 
Includes all children on or above the group mean of 8.96, but below 7.46; 
Group D Infcludes all children on or above the group mean of 12#7l, but 
(below 8.96; and Group E Includes all children below the group mean of 
12*71* The following is the percentage of children from each specific group 
tested that comprised Groups A, B, C, D, and E: 50 percent (18) N, J 
50 percent (13) LD,' and 4 percent (1) EMH children were in Group A; 14 
percent (5) N, 8 percent (2) LD, and 8 percent (2) EMH children were 
In Group B; 36 percent (13) N, 31 percent (8) LD, and 36 percent (12) 
EMH children were in Group C; 11 percent (3) LD, 42 percent (11) EMH, 
and 53 percent (8) TMH children were in Group D; and 47 percent (7 ) j 
TMH children were in Gf^p E. > 
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MEANS ' 

N 7.46 
LD - 7.74 
EMH - 8.96 
TMH - 12.71 
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Profile K 



Zig-zag Run of Normal. Learning Disabled Educable- Mea|al^ 
Handiclpped, and Trainable Mentally Handicapped Children 
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C9NCLUSI0NS 

■ ' ' ' t • ■ . /A 

The following co'ncluslons appear justified: 

1. Young N and LD children were similar in their abili|^es to perform 
reaction time and movement time skills. ^ ^ 

2. Young N and LD children were significantly different from EMH and TMH 
children when comparing their abilities to perform reaction time and 

» movement time skills^. 

3. Youhg EMH chilifen were significantly different when compared to TMH 
children regarding their abilities to perform •reaction time and move-* 
ment time skills,. 

4. Young N children were slgnif icantFy different from LD, EMH, and TMH 
children when comparing their abiLitie^^^ttT^rf orm motor skills invol- 
ving pass and catch, grip strength, static balance, dynamic balance, 

/ 

tracking, vertical jump, and the zig-zag run. J 

5. Young l^children were significantly different from EMH and TMH 




childreh/in nheir abilities to perform motor skills involving 

pass and\;3Mfe4h, grip strength, static balance, dynamic balance, 

tracking, vertical jump, and the zig-zag run. 
6. Young EMH children were significantly different from TMH children 

in their abilities to perform motor skills involving pass and catch, 

grip strength, static balance, dynamic balance, tracking, vertical 

Jump, and the zig-zag run. 
SUMMARY . . " 

This investigation sought to find both statistically and by profile 
dev. if any differences or similarities existed among and between groups 
of N, LD, EMH and TMH children for the putpose of m^inst reaming. The sta-, 
tistlcal results of this study, like many others, found a difference among 

24, 
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ti^^group loeans; this result gives little directions, for malnstreamlng. 
The pro^kJ;e^"^vere de^^eloped In part to determine the feasibility of Inte- 
grating the spe^flc groups of this Investigation Into physical education 
programs. Surveys by Anooshlan, Thurstpne, Brace, and Gross have Indicated 
the predomlnace of Integrated programs of physical education througjiriut the 
United States. Yet, very little empirical evidence is provided that could, 
Buppport the process of malnstreamlng. The significance of this investigation 
is that it is directed towards malnstreamlng LD, EMH and TMH children. Not 
only that but, through the graphic profiles developed, the investigation 
has answered, in part, the question of whether certain activities lend 

themselves more to malnstreamlng and others to participation In special 

/ 

programs. 

^ Findings derived from the pass and Catch, grip strength, and vertical 
jump ' prof lies suggested that all the groups tested could possibly be inte- 
grated, while the static balance, dynamic balance, track reaction time, 
^nd zig-zag run profiles indicated that N and LD children should not be 
Integrated with TMH children. The study indicated that certain groups 
of N, LD, and EMft children could be integrated and that other groups of 
EMH and TMH children could be integrated. Other variables such as age 
and social maturity must also be considered before filial decisions are 
made "on malnstreamlng. 
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